Introduction
Siscia is a Roman settlement in Pannonia, whose name is continued by present-day Sisak in Central Croatia. It was built at close quarters with the Celtic city of Segestica, and over time became a central commercial and strategic node that communicated Italy with the Balkans. In his doctoral dissertation, Radman-Livaja [2010] has conducted a thorough study of the personal names (Pns) written on the hitherto unpublished hundreds of lead tags found in the riverbeds of the area, encountering countless difficulties in their readings and interpretations. these documents are of the utmost importance for the study of the protohistory of the area, but also for the discrimination of the different linguistic layers they reflect, revealing a more interesting picture of the dialectal complexity of the region than previously believed. this is hardly surprising, since these tags were appended to commodities and bear witness to intense trade relations. While the Pns appear on one side of the tag, the other side contains abbreviations referring to the products and services, as well as their respective weights and measures, and their price. Most of them reveal glimpses of the flourishing textile industry of the area, on which the literary sources are silent, however. this leads Radman-Livaja to believe that they mostly covered the internal needs on a local or more probably regional basis.
In all likelihood, given its topical importance for the linguistic side of this research, the vast array of different names (totaling nearly 700), and the fact that hardly any of them occurs more than once, reveals that they are more likely to refer to customers than to the artisans, weavers or fabric dyers [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 517] . In fact, one does not quite see why the names of the artisans and weavers should be consigned to writing, especially when the exact nature of their work remains unspecified. Still, this is sometimes the case, when slaves, potters, tailors or fullers are occasionally mentioned. But it is not excluded that they acted as customers of other professionals, or even that their profession is mentioned in order to distinguish them among namesakes. Inscriptions containing more than one Pn may be mentioning both the customer and the professional. In sum, a number of them is certain to have resided in nearby villages of Pannonia, not necessarily in Siscia itself. On the other hand, Radman-Livaja [cf. Ibid., 524 ff.] has identified a large number of different hands, and the texts are invariably Latin.
In spite of their unitary aspect, we have to be very cautious about the varied provenance of these Pns and, what is more, about what the apparent deviations from the spelling norm may reflect, even when the etymology is more or less certain. Additionally, it is next to impossible to date the texts on material or archaeological grounds, and Radman-Livaja's work in this point is mostly based on the palaeography (only capitals and cursive capitals), the currency system and the onomastic structure of each particular item. Apparently, the tags are to be placed in a time span ranging from the 1 st to the beginnings of the 3 rd C. AD, and most of them between the reigns of Claudius and Hadrian. Siscia is known to have been inhabited by populations originating from the Italian Peninsula. While most names are unmistakably Roman, and others are greek and even Semitic, many others are certainly Celtic, occasionally never attested before. Radman-Livaja [2010, 555] makes the interesting comment that indigenous names are infrequent in Pannonia by the time of Marc Aurel.
this work tackles an in-depth analysis of the etymology of some of these names and tries to discriminate the Italic from other Indo-European materials that may be rather cautiously labelled as "Celtic" or "Illyrian" (whatever hides behind this exceedingly comprehensive term). It specifically focuses on a number of Pns that have been paid no attention thus far and which tie up well with an Italic series of names and adjectives whose ultimate morphological origins are sometimes disputed. I contend that these Pns are specifically venetic. On the other hand, the Iggian area, situated in central Slovenia, which originally belonged to Italy according to Šašel-kos [2003] , is often believed to bear witness to a dialect different from Celtic and venetic, and to show special local morphological features in its onomastic corpus [see Repanšek, 2016; Stifter, 2012b] . In my view, which will be developed in future works, this "melting pot" area simply attests to the intense relations between gaulish and venetic populations and a high degree of interference. Finally, the alleged existence of a specifically "Pannonian" dialect will not be taken into account, and cannot be substantiated, since it is mostly based upon phonetic peculiarities which are the emergent product of language contact. It is important to note that this work does not aim at exhaustivity, and that it is not easy to draw general conclusions on the general distribution of onomastic materials in this region, since many of the Pns are isolated and thus especially relevant from the etymological point of view, in that they open the way to a different understanding of appellative forms of the extant Indo-European dialects.
Another, different issue arises from the side of language contact and interference. In fact, these texts are always conducted in the Latin alphabet. this introduces a first layer of distortion, since any phonemic contrasts that do not match those of Latin fail to find a written expression. Some errors can be attributed to "phonetic spelling", but it is not always feasible to ascertain whether it is Latin or the indigenous language that has undergone a sound shift. For instance, etacism, by which <E> repeatedly replaces the usual reflection <aE> of an IE diphthong, is more likely to be concealing an indigenous monophthongization /a/ > /a/ > /ε:/ than a mere case of hesitation on the part of Latin-speaking scribes, caused by their failure to spell correctly /a/ once it had been monophthongized in Latin, and is definitely favoured by the absence of a long spelling tradition for certain names.
A different problem can be exemplified by the Pn DRVNSa, left uninterpreted by [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 266] . It is nothing other than a misspelling of the common cognomen Drūsa. But, even if it were indigenous, the sequence <NS> can be explained as a spelling hypercorrection by a scribe who hesitated about whether to employ a nasal symbol or not when a long vowel was followed by a fricative. Here at least, the problem is circumscribed to the standard Roman writing practice, since in the Celtic and Italic dialects spoken in the area, the cluster -Vns-had probably evolved into -s-before a writing tradition was created for these languages. Accordingly, establishing the chronology of Latin spelling conventions is often instrumental to a correct understanding of scribal errors, without regard to the chronology of similar changes in the western IE dialects.
Occasionally, the phonetic changes at issue, even when they are late enough to find some resistance from the side of the written tradition, are not certain to have been shared by Latin and the neighbouring dialects at the same time and place, and can be put down to Latin interference: for instance, <cI> for <TI> points to incipient palatalization and confusion of the strings /k/ and /t/. venetic seems to have had an earlier tendency to undergo this change at least as /t/ is concerned, but the extant materials may well be deceptive. Sometimes, however, we find gaulish Pns which show the wrong spelling, and then only in this area: take, for instance, the uninterpreted Pn PRIcIoNIS (gen.) [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 401] . It is obviously identical to PRITIoNIS (Belgica), PRITTIVS (Belgica), PRITTILLIVS (germania Superior), PRITTo (Lugdunensis), PRITTVSa (germania), Ogam. gen. sing. Qritti 'poet,' OIr. crithe, probably a Celtic derivative *k
doing,' attested as OIr. cruth 'form,' etc. the western parallels, including the Ogamic testimonies, attest to the tendency of a heterosyllabic sequence to resyllabification and absorption, specifically -t.-> -t.t-> -t.t-. Consequently, PRIcIVS is the product of a local, Latinate pronunciation or even transmission of a Celtic name, and suggests that the scribes tended to use <cI> (we will see more instances below) if the name was not Roman and then probably unknown to them. According to this view, this would be only an early, regional instance of the ongoing confusion of the Latin sequences -ciV-/-tiV-, which may have proceeded through the following stages: a) a front velar stop shifts to an (alveolo-)palatal stop; b) the resulting realizations [c, ɟ] [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 277] , which ascribes faSaNa and faSENaE to Illyrian on distributional grounds and refers the reader to Mayer [1, 143] . Alföldy [1969, 200] 2 An alternating paradigm of either structure would never be expected to give rise to the attested derivatives, unless all the forms containing /e:/ are built from the stem of the strong cases. On the other hand, I believe Meier-Brügger [2006] to be right in reconstructing a typical -s-stem neuter meaning 'ritual act,' vel sim., which must have had the oblique stem *d In my view, a different path may be envisaged: the oblique stem, from which all the forms containing /e:/ are derived, is *d h eh 1 -es-, at least in post-Anatolian IE, where the originally proterokinetic paradigm had been leveled and the full grade of the root had spread to all the cases, as in gk. γένος, γένους, Lat. genus, generis, etc., from *ǵenh 1 -o/ es-. Accordingly, a completely consistent account demands that all the adjectival derivatives synchronically containing /e:/ be traced back to *d h eh 1 -es-.
In the string *-eh 1 e-, an intervocalic laryngeal would have been lost without a trace early in Indo-European, with the subsequent contraction of the two identical vowels into /e:/. the original stem *d h eh 1 -es-is possibly preserved in Av. dāh-'gift.' this noun can be traced back to IIr. *d (h) aH-as-on the grounds that the scansion is disyllabic, which eliminates the possibility of postulating an original *d (h) eH-s-. the possessive adjective hu-dāh-'beneficent' preserves an original *h 1 su-d (h) eH-és-. Other adjectives of the same type, like its antonym duž-dāh-'wrongdoer' (that is to say, not 'giving bad things' or 'giving bad gifts') and yauž-dāh-'making healthy,' as opposed to Skt. su-dās-'generous' suggest that two IIr. preforms *daHas-and *d Olsen [1999, 172] , Meier-Brügger [2006] or Martirosyan [2008, 239] On the other hand, gk. θεσ-in θεσ-πέσιος, θέσ-κελος, θέσ-φατος has never existed as an independent form. Its immediate ancestor *d h  1 s-is the regular zero-grade 4 And possibly Leucesie (Carmen Saliare) and the Etruscan loanword Lauχusies (Pn); both examples are too early to show rhotacism. Poccetti [2009, 236-239] traces both forms to *leketo-in Lat. Lucetius, under the assumption that there has been a very early "Sabine" palatalization and assibilation. this is attractive, but the coincidence in the rendition <si> in two different traditions is intriguing, since the evolution is presumably -t-> -t j -> -t s -> -s-(with coalescence, not assibilation of a dental sound preceding a palatal vowel), and the rendition of the affricate or fricative outcome in this case usually hesitates between <ts>, <ss> or <s>.
5 On the other hand, *fēsnā could conceivably be taken from the collective of a possessive adjective *d
h eh 1 -s-no-, as in *lek-os-→ *lek-s-n-eh 2 > lūna 'moon,' OPr. lauxnos 'stars,' Av. raoxšna-'light' (if these forms are not derivatives of the athematic *lek-s-m in Lat. lūmen, which is less likely). But in this case, we would probably expect to find an adjectival derivative *d h eh 1 -s-o-of the type *ed-os → *ed-s-o-(cf. Eng. wise) which is not directly attested (as opposed to *lek-os-in Skt. rocas-→ *lek-s-o-in the venetic ps.-gentilic LEVxSIVS, On. ljóss 'bright' and the base of W. lluched 'lightning'). the collective form of a substantival -no-derivative is usually based on the root, as in *deh 3 -no-, which is hardly the case here. Lubotsky, 1988, 15] ), the Skt. adverb dhiṣā 'with religious zeal,' and perhaps the Anatolian forms CLuv. tasa(n)-za, Lydian taśẽv, Lycian θθẽ 'slab, altar, tomb' [see Eichner, 1983; nIL, 102] , 6 are the descendants of an original adjective, which belongs to the oldest layer of derivation of exocentric thematic adjectives from neuter -es-stems, and is identical in structure to Lat. russus (< *h 1 rud h -s-ó-), etc., as contended by Höfler [2015] .
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In other words, these "zero forms" presumably go back to a time when the oblique stem of the proterokinetic -s-stems had a structure *R(ø)-S(é)-D-(s), still preserved in Hittite and reconstructable from scattered instances of paradigm split (see above), and the addition of the thematic vowel caused the zero-grade of the suffix, yielding adjectives of the form *R(ø)- [2016, 135] has made an interesting case for Lat. crassus going back to a "zeroed-out" form *ḱH-s-ó-, which smoothly aligns this form with others belonging to the above schema, like the Dn Cerēs < possessive *X-ḱer-ēs, Pael. Cerria < *ḱer-esio-, Cer(r)us Manus 'bonus creator' < *ḱer-es-o-(the last one obviously representing the youngest layer of derivation). On the etymology of Umbrian Dn Çerfo-cf. now a different opinion in [Weiss, 2017] . [CIL, 4, 10022] (Pompeii, where it is an obvious appellative meaning 'masterly, first class'), gk. πρόμος 'protagonist, commander,' possibly MIr. rom 'early,' germ. fram 'further, forward,' adjective *framaz 'excellent.' the variant forms goth. fruma 'first of two,' frumists 'first,' albeit too often equated with the above ones, can only go back to a superlative *pr-Ho-and are consequently identical to gk. πράμος 'leader, prince' [see Müller, 2007, 243] . A further variant with a full grade of the root is probably preserved down to the present day in Sp. páramo 'moorland, high isolated waste land,' directly related to the Dn DEo PEREMVSTaE (navarra) and Skt. paramá-'foremost.' All of them can be traced to a superlative *per(H)-Ho-, on which see [Prósper, 2016a, 109] . At least two peripheral Hispano-Celtic cities bore a second name Paramica. Hesitations in the attested vocalism may be caused by Hispano-Celtic dialects (which had no sequence -eRa-due to Joseph's Law) mediating between an unknown IE dialect preserving /p/ and Hispano-Latin.
A further variant *ph 2 -mo-has been reconstructed to account for Lith. pìrmas 'first' and germ. *furmaz 'first' [Müller, 2007, 245] , as well as Faliscan pramo and Lat. prandium from *prāmo-ed-'early lunch,' to which we may now add the (Celtic) potter's name RaMVS, attested in Southern gaul, on which see [gavrielatos, 2012, 171] . It is tempting to relate this last form to the base of a twice attested nasal stem Pn: PRaMIoN (nom. sing. [CIL, 5, 7641] , verzuolo, Liguria, 1-30 AD according to [EDR] ) and its derivative PRaMIaNIVS (DISIVS PRaMIaNIVS MoMI f, Cavour, Liguria). Apart from preserving PIE /p/ as expected, these Pns probably show the Ligurian outcome of the IE sequence *-H-, which would team up with that of Italic and Celtic, and additionally suggest that nasal stems had analogically restored the final nasal in the nominative, so that *-ō was redone into -ōn.
the Pn PRoVIa [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 407-408 ] is matched by a masculine Pn fIRMo PRoVIo (dat. sing. [CIL, 3, 3797] , Ig/Emona). the editor is non-committal about the Celticity of this name. Still, both Pns are obviously derived from *prō-o-, an inherited deadverbial adjective meaning 'first, foremost, going forward' or the like, and accordingly cannot possibly be Celtic, and an Italic attribution is conceivable. their close cognates are: Skt. pravaṇā-'willing, inclined,' n. 'slope, heap, mound,' a suffixed form identical to PRoVIa and PRoVIo can be found in OHg. frō, OS. frao, OEng. frēa 'master, mister' (*frawan-), goth. frauja 'master, lord,' OS. frōio, OIc. freyja 'mistress, lady; name of a goddess.' In turn, *prō-o-is attested as such in OHg. frouwa 'wife, woman;' cf. also OS. frūa, MLg. frūwe 'wife, woman' from Pgerm. *frōwōn, perhaps also in Attic πρῷρα 'prow' (< *prō--ă) and in OCS. pravъ 'right.' therefore, the Pannonian Pn PRoVIa must have meant 'the lady' and an Italic filiation is in principle favoured by the fact that the only other instance of this Pn is attested in Emona/Ig, especially since Šašel-kos [2003] has plausibly contended that this nucleus actually belonged to Italy.
A related zero-grade variant form *ph 2 -o-is attested in Skt. pūrva-'foremost, earlier,' Av. pauruua, B toch. parwe 'first,' OEng. forwost/forwest, OCS. prĭvŭ 'first,' Arm. haraw 'South (wind)' according to Olsen [1999, 26] , and hypothetically also in such (gaulish?) Pns as RaVoNIVS (Dalmatia, Pannonia, Moesia) and RaVIVS, RaVIa, attested as pseudo-gentilics in Pannonia, Moesia Superior, venetia et Histria, Umbria, Latium and Rome (they could alternatively be derived from Lat. ravus).
A neglected participle and a "predicted" present stem *stVne/o-
STaNoNcIa cREScENTIS [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 463] is again a hapax. It is of special interest, since it has an obviously verbal origin.
A small number of OLat. 3 rd pl. present forms contain the ending -nunt (or -nont), once in the passive form -nuntur. the most frequent form and the only one attested more than once is Lat. danunt 'they give.' Obstināre 'to set one's mind on something,' and praestināre 'to bargain for, buy,' are deverbal ā-presents. As De vaan [2012] observes, they have transitive but atelic semantics and can all be understood as instantiations of a meaning 'to place, set.' Hence, according to this scholar, they presuppose the existence of a derivational basis *stVne/o-'to take position' or 'place.' In his view, a PIE nasal present *st-n(é)-h 2 -[see LIv, 590-592, s.v. *steh 2 -], if thematicized into *st--h 2 -e/o-'to stand, arrange,' should evolve into *sten-, which may easily have given *stan-by analogy. the resulting present *stan-e/o-had a 3 rd person pl. *stanonti 'they stand, place,' and this form provided the direct model for a 3 rd person pl. *danonti 'they give.' this may now be indirectly confirmed by the existence of this Pn. STaNoNcIa is unlikely to be Celtic, and since, as we have just seen, there is likely to have been an Italic present form *stano-, we can provisionally hypothesize that STaNoNcIa is a venetic form. the root-vocalism is arguably original and the form presupposed by danunt is attested for the first time in an Italic dialect. Accordingly, I contend that STaNoNcIa continues a feminine present thematic participle *stanontā, itself (as if) from *sth 2 -o-nt-ih 2 . It was probably intransitive, meaning something like 'standing, staying firm.'
the ordinal 'ninth' and the Venetic continuant of IE *ǵ h os(ti)-pot(i)-'host'
the otherwise unattested Pn NoNcIVS [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 375] [CIL, 3, 10776; see Hamp, 1976; Stifter, 2012b, 257] . In view of the other examples, it hardly comes as a surprise that NEVNTII does not look Celtic at all. the Celtic numeral 'ninth' should be attested as †NoVaNTIVS [see Repanšek, 2016, 330] . In fact, if these three names represent spelling variants of the same name, they must probably be ascribed to a nonCeltic, western Indo-European dialect, characterized either by a vocalization [] > [un] or by a slight shift from the expected IE phonotactics, which actually predict -C-and not -un-. In the first case we would expect an outcome [nountios] , while in the second, which is prima facie the likelier of the two, an evolution [no.. Hamp [1976] , who reconstructs an IE ordinal *neno-, later enlarged by -to-. this phonotactic shift has a parallel in Italic that belongs both to the ordinal numeral system and to the realm of onomastics: both the Pn PETVRTIVS (in Central Italy) and its Lusitanian cognates PERVRDa, PEDVRTIa [see Prósper, 2016b] Marinetti, 1998 ], and O. δεκμος (Pozzuoli), as well as the Siculan Pn Δεκομο, as opposed to the equally Oscan derivative degetasis < *dekant-āsio-. this points to the Italic branch not having introduced the innovative -to-variant form for 'ninth,' and additionally suggests that Proto-Italic created *dekVmo-in analogy of 'ninth' and 'seventh' at the expense of PIE *deḱt-(H)o-or *deḱ-t(H)o-. Additionally, this explains why this latter form only survived in forms no longer belonging to the numeral system. Consequently, the forms NoNNTIoNI, NEVNTII are not in principle likely to be Italic.
Finally, the Pn NoVaNTIco is attested in a military diploma found in Porolissum (Dacia), and an incomplete NoVaNT(-) is attested in Moesia [CIL, 3, 8180] . As observed by Falileyev [2007, 113] , its Celticity is beyond doubt but, in my opinion, this is a numeral form rather than a derivative of the verbal stem *neā-'to renew' or, as he proposes on the authority of former works, a derivative in -ant-from *no(i)o-'new.'
A new inscription reading TVRVS LIVIVS / HoSPoTIS f. ET Vo/LSES oPLINocVS NoVENTI f. (krk/Curictae, Dalmatia, end of the 1 st C. BC) has been edited by kurilić [2006, 137] . the father's name NoVENTI in the gen. sing. shows visibly divergent phonotactics but goes equally back to *(H)ne-to-. In sum, NoVENTI does not seem to be Italic, and could be provisionally classified as a Celtic form with a context bound shift -an-> -εn-.
But there is another interesting thing about this text. While oPLINocVS looks Illyrian, the intriguing Pn HoSPoTIS may be an indigenous venetic form for Lat. hospitis, that is to say the gen. sing. of *ǵ h os(ti)-poti-, which is possible in view of Pael. hospus, could more likely point to a Latin Pn, consciously or inadvertently glossed over as venetic.
In fact, it has passed unnoticed that there is yet another instance of HoSPoTIS: HoSPoLIS in the indigenous formula LaEVIcVS HoSPoLIS fILIVS LVcIVS (Roc/Piquentum, venetia et Histria, present day Istria, Croatia) [CIL, 5, 449 ] is a misreading for HoSPoTIS, as transpires from the identical <T> in PLEToRIS four lines below, which is perfectly discernible on the photograph. 9 In all likelihood, HoSPoTIS is also the way in which the abbreviated form HoSP in VENETVS LaSTIMEIS HoSP(oLIS) f(ILIVS) (52-48 BC, krk, Dalmatia, reading by [CIL, 3, 13295] ) should be written out. Accordingly, we may now have an exact venetic match of Lat. hospes. note that the unsyncopated venetic Pn Ho.s.tihavo.s. is an older form, although this may raise again the question of the unexpected syncope of -ti-in all the dialects, which opens up the alternative of a very ancient compound *ǵ h os-poti-or a very primitive haplological process caused by the fourth syllable (on which cf. [neri, 2013] ). Unfortunately, both cases of HoSPoTIS are inflected for the genitive case, and accordingly leave as in the dark as regards the nominative form.
this additionally confirms that the Proto-Italic stem is *hos(ti)-pot(i)-, a match of OCS. *gospodь 'lord,' which may be a germanic loanword in view of the voiced segment /d/. given the closeness of the genetic relatedness of Latin and venetic, we have to conclude that either Proto-Italic still maintained an acrostatic structure *pot-i-, *pet-i-, or the Latin nominative hospes has been refashioned somewhere down the line and its original form should have been *hospos, like compos, potis, etc. note that all the verbal derivatives in Sabellic and Latin presuppose *poti-and not *peti-(Lat. potior, O. pútíad, etc.), and this is also the case with the Continental Celtic forms (cf. the Pannonian Pn oTIoVNa in [Prósper, 2016a, 32-33] ). the comparatively late attestation of HoSPoTIS would seem to speak against the reconstruction of an original *ǵ h osti-'guest, foreigner' for the venetic Pns .o.s.t.s., oSTIaLaE., etc. 10 this idea, however, is not pacific, since venetic /h/ had disappeared long before venetia gave up the indigenous alphabet (on which see now [Prósper, 2018b] ). Accordingly, HoSPoTIS may be an indigenous form that, at the same time, imitates its Latin synonym at a time in which Latin itself was dropping the Anlaut /h/.
Filling the gaps: new Italic and Celtic forms meaning 'favourable'
the much debated Italic forms U. fons (nom. sing. masc.), foner (gen. sing. fem. and nom. pl. masc.), go back to *b h o(H)-ni-'merciful, favourable,' 11 and not to a syncopated form *foeni-, as suggested by [e.g. IEW, 453] . A related venetic gn foNIoNI [cf. Prósper, 2017] probably has the same origin. Several venetic Pns are conceivably related: c(aI) VINDEI foNIaNI (gen. sing., verona) and foNNIaE L(VcI) L(IBERTaE) / [VE] NVSTaE (dat. sing., Este [CIL, 5, 2630] ).
10 Cf. also the prudent approach by Solinas [2007, 557] . the idea that ho.s.tihavo.s. has "a hypercorrect h-(perhaps under the influence of Lat. Hostilius and the like) and is derived from the venetic osti-" (cf. [Polomé, 1966, 73] , who additionally reads hostiavos) is simply untenable and consequently powerless to undermine the Italic classification of venetic. Another recent attestation of a name beginning by Italic h-is the dative Horaio.i. [see Marinetti & Prosdocimi, 1994, 176] , which could be seamlessly traced back to an agent noun *ǵ h oró-'wishing, aspiring' or the corresponding object noun *ǵ h óro-, which, in turn, is reminiscent of Av. zara-(masc.) 'goal,' Lat. Horātius, and presupposes a verb attested in Lat. horitur 'urges' (Ennius), U. heriest 'will want,' Skt. harya-, and of course the venetic participle horeionte. Disregarding this set of forms, Marinetti & Prosdocimi [1994, 189] favour a connection with the Latin divinity Hora, wife of Quirinus, which, in fact, is very likely to have the same origin.
11 In turn, originally an abstract noun; cf. [Hackstein, 2010] for the general schema, which, however, reunites nouns from disparate origins, and with regard to this particular form see [garnier, 2010, 442-443]. this etymology is further supported by many gaulish Pns in which the -ni-stem is
Ancient Indo-European compounds in Pannonian onomastics
the Pn MaRIDoRPa [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 343] continues extremely archaic patterns of Indo-European composition. Leaving aside the possibility that the differences in the colour of the original compound vowels have been progressively blurred in Continental Celtic, which often cannot be proven (see a critical account in [Sims-Williams, 2015] ), the first member <MaRI>-is likely to go back to *mo/eh 2 -ri-. this would be a hitherto unattested acrostatic verbal abstract which alternates with an adjective *mo/ eh 2 -ro-. In turn, *mo/eh 2 -ro-(in OIr. már 'big, great,' etc.) usually occurs as the second member of Celtic compounds in -māro-, meaning 'great in X,' and is attested in gk. ἐγχεσί-μωρος 'great by his spear,' from *moh 2 -ro-.
16 the underlying schema is the same as in *h 2 eḱ-ri-vs. *h 2 eḱ-ro-(cf. gk. ἄκρις vs. ἄκρος). nussbaum [2003] has convincingly shown that Lat. benignus is reflective of an ancient alternation, by which the adjective *deno-is replaced in compounds by an abstract noun *deni-'goodness,' so that benignus would mean 'born with goodness.' Accordingly, the hitherto overlooked substantival *mo/eh 2 -ri-is, at least descriptively, the compositional form of the well-known adjective *mo/eh 2 -ro-, and would mean 'big amount' (but we might also consider 'fame,' or 'greatness'). Interestingly, the gaulish Dn in the dat. sing. MaRIMoGIo, attested twice in Pannonia (of which one instance reading MaRoMoGIo in noricum might be the trivialized version) is formationally identical.
the second member of this compound, namely -dorpa, conceivably goes back to an agent noun *dork  ó-or a neuter object noun *dórk  o-, but this leaves final -ā unaccounted for. this root is only attested in gk. δόρπον 'evening meal' and in Alb. darkë 'evening meal' [cf. Mann, 1950] . the Dacian patronymic Δορπανας, the Pn Δυρπαναις and their latinized variants are not certain to be related. Again, we have to take into account that we cannot really gather the exact meaning of the original verb from its only derivative: it could have been 'to eat,' 'to nourish, feed' or the like. the precise syntactic structure underlying this compound merits some discussion. Is MaRIDoRPa a feminine Pn? In that case, it could inherit the same compositional type as the governing gk. πολύ-φορβος 'bountiful' (< 'much feeding') and possibly gaul. mari-mogius 'able to do great things' > 'most powerful.' On the other hand, MaRIDoRPa stands a good chance of being a masculine Pn of the debated type, exemplified by Lat. indi-gena, silvi-cola, OCS. voje-voda 'army commander-in-chief,' gk. βακτρο-φόρᾱς 'stick-bearer.' While this type constitutes a remarkable archaism that has been variously explained, it is mostly unproductive except in Italic and greek.
17 there are scattered 16 As remarked by nikolaev [2014, [130] [131] , it is both uneconomic and unwarranted to posit a different, synonymous root *meh 1 -to account for germ. *mēra-'famous' in such forms as OHg. Volkmar, etc. His own solution consists in the reconstruction of a long grade *mēh 2 -ro-(obeying Eichner's Law). But the germanic form might be unrelated in spite of appearances.
17 Where it often alternates with or is replaced by -os, as in gk. πεζο-μάχας vs. ἱππό-μαχος, and the second member displays all the possible root grades and is synchronically related to a simplex. examples in Armenian [see Olsen, 1999, 61, 71-72] and Slavic, but only one conceivable Celtic example, namely *eni-genā, continued by OIr. ingen, Ogam. inigena, gaul.
ENIGENa.
18 Interestingly, the examples which may lay claim to great antiquity often have an o-grade of the root in the second member. 19 Schindler [1997] proposed that this type originally had an o-grade second member and was the product of a reinterpretation of original possessive compounds as deverbal: Lat. agricola is based on *agro-k  olā, in which the second member goes back to an abstract formation *k  olh 1 -eh 2 'tilling.' this, however, may have proceeded by mere "personalization of verbal abstracts" as per [Weiss, 2009, 300-301] . In other words, we have to start from a compound which can be paraphrased as agri cultura, reinterpreted as agri cultor / agrum colens. Under the provisional assumption the abstract *dork  -eh 2 may have meant 'act of feeding' and not 'eating,' we may start from a basic meaning 'nutrition of abundance' (ultimately possessive or determinative) → 'feeding abundantly' (governing: *dork  -eh 2 becomes agentive) → 'bountiful.' On balance, the connection with Albanian and the labial outcome of the labiovelar indicate that this may be an Illyrian Pn. But this is unfortunately not easy to accept: Illyrian has long been suspected of being a satem language, which demands a different treatment of the labiovelar. On the other hand, it remains uncertain whether MaRIDoRPa is a venetic form, but at such a late stage some unstable sequences containing labiovelars may have evolved in this direction. For instance, if the actual realization of /r/ in this context were a labialized rhotic, this could have triggered assimilation of the following labiovelar and neutralization. 20 A Celtic attribution remains possible.
Conclusions on the Italic names of siscia
Pannonia forms part of a vast linguistic continuum in which an indeterminate number of Indo-European dialects was once spoken. to what degree our onomastic 18 Cf. [Lejeune, 1985] and further comments in [Uhlich, 2002, 420-422] . note that, in view of Lat. indigena, this is the only conceivably archaic example containing an e-grade; but it may go back to *h 1 eniǵen 1 -'born inside' if one accepts that Saussure's theory [Saussure, 1909] , according to which this type has root nouns functioning as second members of governing compounds, in which the final laryngeal has been vocalized, may apply to at least a small number of cases.
19 It is not certain that such a compound forms the base of ven. .e.kvopetari.s. 'monument, tomb' and its variants, usually held to derive from a name for 'knight, horse-rider.' Recently, Marinetti & Prosdocimi [2004] have brought to light an inscription from the area of Padua dating from the 6 th -5 th C. BC and reading .e.kupetabo.s. which confirms the existence of an underlying noun *eko-petā, which could conceivably be a compound of this kind (cf. Lat. agri-peta 'getting an allotment of land') and mean something like 'striving for horses' or 'having flying horses' and even stand for an older *eko-potā. See a well-informed critic of this possibility and a number of morphological alternatives in [Pinault, 2016] .
20 there is another Pn from Siscia underpinning this idea: VaLERIa coRPI [Radman-Livaja, 2010, 233] , probably identical to coRPIo (Dalmatia), coRPENNI (Etruria). this is the equivalent of the Latin adjective querceus 'made of oak' and the reconstructable path may look like IE *perk
the venetic names of Roman Siscia materials preserve the remainders of the languages spoken by the populations originally inhabiting the region and then spreading southwards is unknown, although it could explain several forms which we may somewhat imprecisely label as Italic or, perhaps unduly, as venetic. On a different, more conservative assumption, what we have is a threefold patchwork resulting from 1) the pooling of gaulish populations which may have reached Pannonia mostly from noricum, 2) venetic peoples establishing colonies which occasionally are certain to stem from westernmost venetia, 3) and Illyrians, whose onomastics are identified partly on geographic grounds and partly by exclusion, when they show phonetic traits incompatible with Celtic and Italic (e.g. fricativization and assibilation of the IE palatal sounds). this picture, as usual, lacks a temporal dimension. this work has additionally focused on a number of usually neglected issues. First, it has pleaded for the convenience of using onomastics to assess the linguistic classification of some geographic areas. this is also crucially relevant for a correct evaluation of the accepted etymologies of the appellative vocabulary of these dialects. In some cases, thanks to proper names, we even find some morphological or morphophonemic "missing links" that contribute to sketch the history of an insufficiently explained set of forms, as in the case of faSaNa, BaVaNVS, STaNoNcIa. to sum up, this work has contended that names often complete our fragmentary information on a particular issue affecting a whole linguistic family. the obtained regularities not only pave the way for new particular etymologies but help to disclose some general aspects of the Italic language family. ВЕНЕтСКИЕ ИМЕНА РИМСКОЙ СИСЦИИ статья посвящена анализу имен собственных, зафиксированных на свинцовых бирках из римской сисции в паннонии (ныне сисак, Хорватия), на территории, где, согласно представлениям автора, имеются свидетельства сосуществования языков, принадлежащих по меньшей мере четырем ветвям индоевропейского праязыка: латинского, венетского, а также кельтских и иллирийских языков. документы из сисции содержат имена разного происхождения. Большинство из них, несомненно, римские, кроме того, присутствуют имена греческого и семитского происхождения, а также несколько кельтских имен, по всей видимости, нигде более не засвидетельствованных. из этого корпуса ономастических дан-ных автором отобрано некоторое количество имен, которые могут быть атрибутированы как италийские или венетские и которым до сего момента не было уделено достаточно внимания со стороны лингвистов. Эти единицы, несмотря на свою немногочисленность, находят соответствия в италийских именах и прилагательных с не всегда ясной морфо-логической структурой. их анализ, выполненный с привлечением широкого круга как индоевропейских, так и неиндоевропейских данных, позволяет представить, насколько пестрым был языковой ландшафт древней паннонии, где кельтские и италийские племена контактировали с иллирийцами. несмотря на то, что требуется дальнейшее уточнение ареальной и языковой атрибуции рассматриваемых имен, представленный анализ позво-ляет предложить их убедительные этимологические интерпретации, а также пролить свет на отдельные проблемы индоевропейской морфологии и морфонологии и выявить ряд неочевидных языковых связей как внутри, так и за пределами италийской группы языков. к л ю ч е в ы е с л о в а: италийские языки, кельтские языки, венетский язык, галль-ский язык, иллирийские языки, италийская ономастика, языковые контакты, индоевро-пейская морфология, морфонология.
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